What Is Nature? (1995) , and Cheryll Glotfelty and Harold Fromm's Ecocriticism Reader (1996) followed, as well as special journal is sues (Murphy, Ecology, Ecocriticism By the early 1990s, however, the theoreti cal panorama in literary studies had changed considerably. New historicism had shaded into American cultural studies, which styled itself antitheoretical as much as theoretical, sig naling not so much the advent of a new para digm as the transition of the discipline into a field of diverse specialties and methodologies no longer ruled by any dominant framework. But by the time ecocriticism emerged in the 1990s, this idea had already been ex posed as no longer in accord with the state of knowledge in ecological science. Even by the 1960s, ecology had become a more ana lytic, empirical, and mathematical field than it was at its emergence in the late nineteenth century. Holistic notions of universal con nectedness, stability, and harmony had lost much of their credibility among ecological scientists, for the most part engaged in spe cialized research (372-79). As environmental historians realized, ecology no longer offered a general foundation for "morality and cau sality": "Historians thought ecology was the rock upon which they could build environ mental history; it turned out to be a swamp" (White 1113 (White , 1114 The interest in modes of thought and lan guage that reduce or nullify the distance be tween the experiencing body and experienced environment has been productive for ecocrit icism and set it apart from other theoretical
approaches. Yet the difficulties of such a per spective are also quite obvious. In the pursuit of physical connectedness between body and environment, language and texts might ini tially function as mediating tools but can in the end be little more than obstacles?as they are for Macherot's lyrically minded waterfowl (see also . Physical closeness also usually refers to the individual's en counter with nature, but some feminist and indigenous perspectives understand this en counter as a fundamentally communal one.
Phenomenological approaches tend not to of fer clear models for mediated and collective experiences of nature; neither do they provide the means for explaining how the authentic ity of natural encounters is itself culturally shaped. To the extent that this postulation of authenticity relies on the assumption that all modern subjects are alienated from nature, it is difficult to describe the particular forms of alienation suffered by socially disenfran chised groups. This is not to say that attention to the real differences that class, gender, and race make in the experience of nature does not come with its own set of representational problems. As Buell has convincingly shown, 
